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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Quality education is crucial in the education system of any country. Zimbabwe has gone through a lot of 

economic upheavals in the past decade which negatively impacted on quality education. This report 

examines the impact of payment of school fees, levies and teacher incentives on access and quality of 

education in Zimbabwean primary and secondary schools. This research was carried out in six 

provinces of Zimbabwe [Harare, Bulawayo, Mashonaland West, Masvingo, Manicaland and 

Matabeleland North]. The research report is based on responses obtained from Principal Director, 

Provincial Education Directors, District Education Officers, School Heads, teachers, parents and pupils 

from the six provinces. Through the research it has been observed that there is a serious need for more 

funding in the education sector in general. However, more funding should be provided to rural schools if 

quality education and pass rate is to improve. Most rural schools are under-developed because they 

lack adequate resources. In some instances these schools are manned by unqualified personnel 

because most qualified teachers shun the areas because of poor conditions of service. 
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1.0 CHAPTER ONE 

1.1 Introduction  

In 2010 Education Coalition of Zimbabwe (ECOZI) with the support from Africa Network Campaign for 

Education for All (ANCEFA), ActionAid and Education International (EI) launched an education 

financing campaign. This was after the observation that the education system of Zimbabwe has 

suffered for over a decade of underfunding. The ideological change in the late 1990s saw the 

government reintroduce fees and levies that had been scrapped in 1980. This meant that education 

had become a preserve of the few and it had a hard hitting effect on the vulnerable and marginalized 

communities. The government launched the Basic Education Assistance Module (BEAM), which was 

conceived as part of the Enhanced Social Protection Project (ESPP) in 2000 to support fees and levies 

for the vulnerable and poor. The continued collapsing economic situation in the country especially in 

2008 has led to the introduction of the teacher incentive regime to keep teachers in class. This study 

therefore endeavours to find out whether educational funding has affected the quality of education in 

primary and secondary schools in Zimbabwe.  

The term quality of education means different things to different people. Liston [1999:4] defines quality 

of education as the total effect of the features of the process or service on its performance or the 

customer’s or client’s perception of that performance. It is not just a feature of a finished product or 

service, but involves a focus on internal processes and outputs. 

Hoy, Bayne-Jarnine & Wood [2000:2 say quality is what is good for the school and its students. Grisay 

& Mahlck [1991:3] argue that quality of education refers to the extent to which the products or results of 

the education provided (skills, knowledge, acquired by students) meet the standards stipulated in the 

system’s objectives. Thus the Study Aims to Establish the Relationship Between Funding and 

Quality Education.  

1.2 Problem Statement 

Funding is a critical component in the provision of quality education. Factors such as unemployment, 

poverty, prohibitive fees etc. could be a barrier to accessing quality education.  The research therefore 

aims to identify how such critical issues in the funding of public education have affected the quality of 

education in Zimbabwe.  
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1.3 Purpose of the Study 

The research has been undertaken in a bid to generate up to date information on access to education 

and to highlight the financial barriers viz fees, levies and teachers’ incentives. The research also shows 

the part played by BEAM to cater for the vulnerable children. In view of the foregoing, the study will be 

used as a basis of ECOZI’s evidence based advocacy in the provision of subsidized and affordable 

education as well as increased child grants.  

1.4 Methodology 

The methodology used for the research was in line with the specifications highlighted in the ECOZI Terms of 

Reference for this research. The research was conducted between from December 2011- April 2012. This 

research applied both secondary and primary data collection methods. Research instruments were pre-tested 

in Harare before being used for final data collection. ..Primary data was gathered through administering 

questionnaires to school heads, teachers, School Development Committees (SDCs) and school 

children. Interviews were also conducted with policy makers namely Principal Director, Provincial 

Education Directors and District Education Officers. Secondary data consulted included textbooks, 

newspapers and the internet. Following successful field visits, data collected was analyzed using a 

computer package known as EPI Info. This resulted in the production of a draft report that was shared 

with stakeholders during a validation meeting held on 26 April at Management Training Bureau in 

Harare. The purpose of the validation meeting was to collect expert and stakeholder views on the 

findings which were incorporated in the final report. 

1.5 Scope  

The provinces and districts reached are as follows: 

� Harare [Warren Park /Malbereign, Mabvuku/Tafara, Mbare/ Hatfield and Epworth districts] 

� Bulawayo [ Mzilikazi District] 

� Mashonaland West [Zvimba, Kariba/Nyami-Nyami districts] 

�  Masvingo [Bikita ,Masvingo districts] 

�  Manicaland [Chipinge, Mutare districts]  

� Matabeleland North [Lupane, Tsholotsho districts]. 

1.6 Sample 

A total of  1 936 children, 194 teachers, 97 school heads, 130 SDC members, 1 Principal Director,  6 Provincial 

Education Directors and 9 District Education Officers was reached. Thus the total number of respondents stood 

at 2 374. A return rate of   between 85-95% was achieved. 
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The schools sampled were found in urban, rural, mine and farming communities. Urban schools 

included government schools including Alfred Beit and Mahombekombe, urban council schools like 

Warren Park 1 and mission schools e.g. Mount Selinda.  A minimum of ten and a maximum of fifteen 

schools per district were targeted with two classes per school and ten pupils from each class being 

selected to form the sample. In primary schools pupils from grade four to seven were targeted while for 

secondary schools, form one to four pupils were randomly selected. 

1.7 Community Entry 

A letter of permission to carry out research was requested and granted from Ministry of Education, Arts 

Sports and Culture national office. The clearance letter was used to seek permission to enter selected 

provinces, districts and schools.   

1.8 Limitations  

The researchers faced some limitations in the field as they collected data. For instance some schools 

failed to return all questionnaires distributed to them. In some cases school development committee 

members were not readily available at schools since most do not reside at schools and some were 

busy in their fields. 

 

In Matabeleland North and Masvingo Provinces, permission was only granted to carry out research in 

primary schools despite a request to visit both primary & secondary schools. Other areas were 

inaccessible due to rough terrain or poor road networks, for example in Kariba and Lupane. However 

the data collected was adequate to meet the objectives of the assignment. 
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2.0 CHAPTER TWO 

2.1 RESEARCH FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. PERSONAL DETAILS 

2.1.1 Description of the Population 

The researchers collected data from primary school children (grade 4-7), secondary school children 

(form 1-4), teachers, school heads, School Development Committee members and District Education 

Officers. 

2.1.2 Gender of Respondents 
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The above graph reflects that 55% of the respondents were female. There were more female students 

(55%) than male students (40%). There were also more female teachers (54%) than male teachers 

(46%). However there were more male school heads (56%) than female school heads (42%). 

2.1.3 Age Range 

The age range for pupils was 9 to 16 years for pupils in grade four up to that form four. The age range 

for teachers and school heads was 18 to 65 years. 
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2.1.4 Professional Qualifications 

The table below shows various qualifications of teachers and school heads who responded to the 

questionnaires. 

Qualification  Teachers (%) School Heads (%) 

Certificate  14 13 

Diploma  50 21 

Degree  28 65 

Temporary/Relief 7 1 

Not indicated  1 0 

Total 100 100 

 

The general trend from the table above showed that most of the teachers and school heads are 

qualified. 

B. ENROLMENT 

2.1.5 Class Size 

The ideal teacher pupil-ratio is 1-40 and 1-30 for primary and secondary schools respectively. In this 

study the class size ranged from 15 to 60 pupils in a class depending on the setting. Urban schools had 

bigger classes and rural schools had smaller classes. 

2.1.6 School Enrolments 

School enrolments ranged from 140 to 2 800 pupils. Large enrolments are found in urban schools and 

small enrolments are in rural areas, farms and mines. 

C. PASS RATE 

2.1.7 Percentage Pass Rate  

66% of the primary schools had a pass rate of below 50%, while 34% had a pass rate above 50%. 

Interviews with school heads revealed that literacy rate in rural schools are between 20% and 90%, 

whereas in urban schools it ranges between 40% and 100%. This is attributed to the availability of 

reading materials. 
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D. FUNDING FACTORS 

2.1.8 Child Guardianship 

Pupils were asked to indicate whom they stay with. The pie chart below indicates the findings: 

 

 

Majority of the respondents stay with both parents whilst a significant number stay with mother only. 

Grandparents are playing an active role with 13% of pupil respondents citing that they stay with 

grandparents. 6% stay with siblings this includes child-headed families. It is evident that 53% might not 

be in steady families where mother and father work together for the betterment of their children. 

2.1.9 Parents /Guardians Occupation 
Varied occupations were given and for analysis purposes these were grouped under the following 

categories: professionals/skilled, semi-skilled, unskilled, self-employed/ small entrepreneurs and 

unemployed.  The chart below presents findings: 
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The professionals/ skilled categories included teachers, lawyers, nurses, police officers etc. The semi-

skilled included drivers, waiters, carpenters, builders etc. The unskilled category had housemaids, 

general workers/labourers, messengers, security guards etc. Lastly the self-employed included A1 and 

peasant farmers, cross border traders, vendors, market gardeners, dress makers, hair dresser etc. 

Parent/guardians’ occupation impacts on educational funding and 70% of the parents in the sample 

were non-professionals. The current environment is also not supporting self-employment. Thus funding 

of education of their children could be a challenge. 

2.1.10 Payment of Fees 

The graph below shows people responsible for payment of fees. 

 
Major players in payment of fees are parents, mothers, fathers, siblings and BEAM. There are also 

other organizations that play an important role in funding education such as Capernaum Trust, Plan 

International, World Vision, Faith Based Organisations (FBOs), Epilepsy Foundation, Campfire, Kapnek 

Trust and Campaign for Female Education (CAMFED).  

2.1.11 Range of School Fees  

The study also sought to establish the amounts paid for school fees, levy and incentives. The following 

table presents the ranges and findings: 

Range of Fees($) Children (%) School heads (%) SDC (%) Teachers (%) 
0 45 42 39 42 
1-5 28 37 34 35 
6-20 17 15 19 15 
21-50 9 5 7 6 
50+ 1 1 1 2 
Total  100 100 100 100 
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Zimbabwean schools are grouped according to their ability to pay. Primary 1 and secondary 1 (P1 and 

S1) are those urban schools found in low density areas. The P1’s fees are $10 and SI school fees are 

$20. P2 and S2 are urban schools found in high density areas and school fees are pegged at $5 and 

$10 respectively. Rural, farming and mine schools are in the P3 and S3 category and do not pay school 

fees. However the percentage given above could differ since some respondents could have included 

levies in school fees. The figures appear small but parents are still struggling to pay. 

2.1.12 Range of Levies  

Range of Levies ($) Children (%) Teachers (%) School Heads (%) SDC (%) 
0-10 26 24 25 24 
11-20 38 44 43 42 
21-50 33 21 20 31 
50+ 1 11 12 3 
Total  100 100 100 100 
 

The highest percentage of levy ranged between $11 and $50 and in view of the current economic 

hardships this is high for the majority of parents. Besides school fees and levies, some schools also 

charge building fees, computer fees, sports fees, teacher incentives, bus levy and practical which are 

small but have become a barrier to accessing education because parents are not affording. 

2.1.13 Strategies to Deal with Fees Defaulters 

77% of pupils indicated that they have been sent home at one time or another. Reasons stated for 

being sent home include incomplete uniform, not having exercise books, building fund, covers and 

teacher incentives. None of the pupils reported being sent home for textbooks this year. This was 

largely attributed to the UNICEF programme (Educational Transition Fund) where several textbooks 

have been distributed to all of the schools visited.  In fact most schools were commending UNICEF for 

the positive gesture of donating books. 35% of school heads indicated having sent children back home 

for levies/fees. The table below shows different mechanisms that have been used by schools to deal 

with fees defaulters. 

Action  Teachers (%) School Heads (%) SDCs (%) 
1. Send home 31 30 33 
2. Payment plan 24 15 27 
3.Send to local leaders 7 17 16 
4. Payment in the form of labour 6 10 7 
5. Learn without pay 5 10 5 
6.Engage debt collectors 6 1 6 
7. Refer to BEAM & other donors 14 17 4 
8. Drop out 4 0 0 
9. Suppress results 4 0 0 
10. No response 2 0 2 
Total 100 100 100 
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The schools have put in place varied mechanisms to try and keep pupils in school. Such mechanisms 

include instituting payment plans which in most cases end up not being fulfilled, payment of fees 

through labour such as the construction or renovation of classroom blocks, erecting school fences or 

molding bricks, involvement of local leaders and recommending deserving students to benefit under 

BEAM and other donors. Despite all the effort, most of all these mutual arrangements fail to yield 

intended benefits and school authorities will be left with no option but to send children back home. This 

tends to impact negatively on the quality of education children end up receiving. In extreme cases when 

some pupils are send home they never return as they end up dropping out, providing a source of cheap 

labour. 

2.1.14 Determination of Fees 

The SDCs were asked how their fees are determined. The majority (90%) said that tuition is gazetted 

by the Government whilst levies are determined by parents after looking at the needs of the school. 

Describing the process most respondents said the SDC executive discusses the budget   then levy is 

determined and presented to the parent’s body at an annual general meeting. After voting the meeting 

agrees on the levy figure which is submitted to Government for approval. The normal circumstance is 

that during annual general meeting parents submit a budget proposal for the following year to 

government for approval. 

 

Whilst the levy figures are determined and agreed upon by parents, some parents still find them 

unaffordable. Responding to whether they had had problems with non-payment of tuition and levy fees, 

97% of the SDCs respondents said they have problems.  

The study revealed that parents have a desire to improve schools for quality education but are 

financially incapacitated.  

2.1.15 Does Non-payment Affect Child Learning? 

The SDCs were asked if non-payment of fees affect children’s learning. 98% of the respondents said 

yes while 2% were of the opinion that it doesn’t. Justifying why non-payment of fees affect children’s 

learning, the respondents cited the following reasons: 

� Children loose lessons and will lag behind when they are send home because of non-

payment of fees. 

� Some children absent themselves from school missing lessons once fees are demanded. 

� Children feel uncomfortable learning knowing their fees are still owing. 

� Children with unpaid fees are psychologically affected and lose confidence. 
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� Once there are outstanding levies, teacher incentives will not be adequate and teachers 

who are unhappy will not work hard. 

� Unpaid fees result in shortage of textbooks, stationery and other needed resources. 

 

All of the above factors affect the learning of children as well as education quality. The 2% who 

indicated that non-payment of fees does not affect children’s learning said at their schools, children are 

not sent home for non-payment of fees. 73% of teachers indicated that fees are a barrier to quality 

education and 27% said they are not. Those who said fees are a barrier gave the following reasons: 

� Parents are not employed because of economic stagnation, some companies closed down and 

others are closing. 

� Child-Headed families are on the increase, some of these are not assisted and end up 

dropping out. 

� Some children stay with elderly guardians who have no means of getting the fees. 

2.1.16 Teacher Incentives  

86% of the SDCs respondents indicated that teachers at their schools were receiving incentives. Out of 

these, 70% said teachers get 10% of paid levy, 9% said teachers get 20% of the collected levy and 7% 

gave actual figures paid to each teacher a month. 25% of those who fell in this category said their 

teachers are paid between $10 and $50 while 75% said teachers get between $51 and $100 a month 

and a small percentage (15%) indicated that their teachers are paid over $100 a month. Whilst 

incentives are good in terms of motivating teachers, they become a barrier to accessing education 

because some parents cannot afford. Thus the million dollar question is, If parents can’t afford fees 

can they afford incentives? 

 

The 14% of SDC respondents said their teachers do not get incentives. They indicated that they do not 

give incentives and have nothing to motivate their teachers with. The teachers just work and some are 

self-motivated whilst others are disgruntled. Common responses given included: 

� Schools do not collect a lot of money. The little money collected is not adequate even for the 

exercise books. At least we got textbooks from UNICEF. 

� Schools get a little money because a lot of parents cannot afford. Some have arrears stretching 

back to four years and as a result, although we want to motivate teachers, schools do not 

afford paying teachers incentives. 

� Schools cannot afford incentives but our teachers just remain committed to their work. 

� It’s better to abolish incentives and let the Government pay adequate salaries to teachers. 
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2.1.17 Incentives and Quality Education 

When asked on whether incentives or lack of them affect quality of children’s education, 98% said yes. 

Their responses were: 

� Teachers are motivated with the extra money. Motivated teachers work hard and this yield in 

good results. 

� A happy teacher produces good results. 

� Incentives are the new yardstick which is working these days. No incentive, poor education. 

More incentives, quality education. 

� Teachers work hard when they know they are going to get something, 

� Incentives increase commitment of teachers leading to quality education. 

� If teachers work on an empty stomach, no good work will be done. 

� Teachers work hard if given incentives because our pass rate has improved greatly since we 

started paying. 

� Without incentives we get into trouble. This will only stop if salaries improve. 

� A little monthly token to keep the poorly remunerated teachers focused on service delivery to 

our children instead of engaging in endless strikes. 

The few who did not advocate for incentives argued that incentives create unnecessary financial gaps 

among teachers. Some parents are struggling to pay the incentives because they fear their children will 

be isolated from school. This is putting a lot of pressure on parents who are already heavily burdened. 

 

75% of teachers indicated that they receive incentives while 25% do not receive them. Those who 

receive incentives said that the amounts differ from school to school. Urban school teachers receive 

more than their rural counterparts. In rural areas most respondents reported getting incentives as low 

as USD$10 per term and others none at all.  30% of the teachers receive incentives above $200. These 

said incentives are motivating and they help create a good working environment and reduce teacher 

exodus. 

 

50% of those who work in rural areas, farms and mines revealed that incentives are too little because 

parents pay little levies. Little levy implies very little or nothing is paid to teachers. If levy is not paid, no 

incentives are paid to teachers. This category of teachers was of the opinion that incentives should be 

enough to bridge the gap between government salary and the poverty datum line. 

 

16% of the teachers feel that the government should act responsibly and pay its teachers well and 

leave SDCs to develop schools using collected levies. It also emerged that some SDCs do not see the 
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need to pay incentives since they are not employers. 7% see incentives brewing divisions among 

teachers. Urban teachers receive more money in incentives while their rural counterparts receive as 

little as $10 a month.  

2.1.18 Incentives and Pass Rate 

48% of school heads revealed that the pass rate shot up because of teacher incentives. The teachers 

are motivated and work very hard. However they feel government should address the issue of salaries. 

13% of the school heads indicated that their teachers are motivated despite the little or no incentives 

and are waiting for government to pay them decent salaries. 28% revealed that they are not given 

incentives or are too little to talk about. They noted that teachers are demotivated.  However they are 

sympathetic to the local communities’ poor backgrounds and accept the little incentives because of 

pressing economic demands. In some schools where teachers are being given high incentives, 

teachers are being criticised and victimised for performing below standard.  

 

Teachers were asked their opinion on incentives and quality education. 68% indicated that incentives 

motivate teachers to work harder. Ultimately performance is enhanced resulting in quality education. 

The respondents also revealed that incentives cushion teachers and bridge the gap brought by low 

salaries. They were of the opinion that incentives supplement salaries and help reduce exodus and this 

ensures quality education. 11% are of the opinion that discrepancies from school to school create unfair 

working environment among teachers in the same profession impacting negatively on the quality of education. 

10% feel that the incentives in some schools are too little to motivate teachers. 7% of the respondents said they 

do not receive the incentives which is demotivating hence cannot compare themselves to those who get 

incentives. 2% feel that incentives are stressful to parents some who can hardly feed their families and should be 

scrapped. 

 

However, it is evident from the above findings that teacher incentives impact on quality of education. 

Schools that give reasonable incentives have high pass rates whilst those who give little or none have 

low pass rates. 

2.1.19 Teacher Working Conditions 

53% of school heads revealed that teachers working conditions at their schools were not favourable 

and 47% reported favourable working conditions. The ones who had good working conditions cited 

having the following: 

� Good Accommodation & Safe drinking water. 
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� Good relationships amongst teachers, pupils and parents despite the unfavourable economic 

atmosphere. 

� Teachers receiving good incentives 

Those who reported poor working conditions cited: 

� Accommodation shortages, lack of proper classrooms, books and furniture at satellite schools 

� Overcrowded classrooms (50+ children) attributed to large catchment areas. 

� Problem of composite classes  

� Teaching school heads role conflict 

� Hot seating 

� In towns teachers and school most heads are lodgers and cannot afford decent 

accommodation because of poor salaries 

� Late payment of levies and BEAM funds meaning little development and little or no teacher 

incentives. 

� Some parents have developed a negative attitude towards education hence offer little or no 

support. 

2.1.21 Teacher Salaries 

Asked on whether teachers at their school are happy with their salary all school heads revealed that 

teachers are not happy. Reason for being unhappy was poor salaries that are below Poverty Datum 

Line (PDL). Due to this, most teachers cannot afford a decent life style including sending their children 

to good schools. Teachers cannot own houses in towns or even build in their rural homes. The 

respondents also revealed that most teachers are miserable as they borrow money from money lenders 

or financial institutions to keep their children in school. Usually such micro-finance institutions attract 

huge interest rates leaving teachers heavily indebted. 

 

78% of the school heads said teachers do not absent themselves on pay days and attendance is 

consistent. They revealed that teachers can only absent themselves for very special reasons. 22% 

indicated that teachers at their schools would absent themselves from school on pay days. The reasons 

cited for the absenteeism were that teachers would want to access their salaries in time to repay loans 

to avoid interest. 
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2.1.22 Role of BEAM in Educational Funding 

Participants based their responses on 2011 figures. Responding to the role played by BEAM in funding 

education, 11% of the pupils said their fees are paid by BEAM.  1% indicated other small players.  Of 

the 11% whose fees are paid by BEAM, less than half indicated that it’s paid on time.  Most probably 

those in the urban areas have it on time (quick processing).  The other fraction was split between not 

being paid on time and sometimes being paid in the following term/ year. 

 

73% of the School heads revealed that BEAM has been effective in as far as providing fees for some 

vulnerable children is concerned. The majority of the school heads said that BEAM has been effective 

because vulnerable children have been able to access education. However they said the money is 

disbursed late implying that immediate needs cannot be timeously met and thus retards school 

development. As a result of late disbursement of funds, schools end up having debts with some 

organisations for example National Primary School Heads and National Association of Secondary 

Heads. The number of vulnerable pupils is on the increase therefore quite a number are left out and 

eventually drop out. 

 

The 27% who said BEAM has not been effective revealed that BEAM caters for very few children and it 

is getting less by year. As fees increase, beneficiaries for BEAM become less resulting in pupils missing 

lessons and eventually dropping out. They also revealed that BEAM payments are erratic and are 

sometimes not paid rendering it ineffective. The amounts allocated to schools are very little and leaves 

out a lot of vulnerable children. 

Range of Pupils benefiting from BEAM  

Range of Pupils % Total % 

0-20 7  

21-40 20 40 

41-60 13  

   

61-80 10  

81-100 13 33 

101-120 10  

   

121-140 10  

141-160 5 27 

161-180 12  

180+ 0 0 

Total  100 100 
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99% of school heads said pupils at their schools are benefiting from BEAM and 1% said they are not 

sure.  40% of the schools have between 1 to 60 pupils benefiting from BEAM and 33% have between 

61 to 120 pupils benefiting. 27% of the schools have between 121 and 180 pupils benefiting from 

BEAM. No school indicated having more than 180 pupils benefiting from BEAM. Compared to 

enrolments this indicates that a small percentage are benefiting.  On the effectiveness of BEAM, 74% 

of teachers revealed that it has been effective in the past.  Some of the reasons cited include: 

� Some vulnerable and deserving children have been able to access education. 

� BEAM has been the only reliable source of funds for schools. 

� BEAM has reduced drop outs 

 

However 26% of teachers indicated that BEAM has not been effective and cited the following reasons: 

� The funds are disbursed late and sometimes they are not disbursed at all thereby retarding 

school development. 

� BEAM funding is not adequate because a large number of deserving vulnerable children are 

left out. 

� Some of the children who don’t qualify are benefitting pointing to selection error and bias. 

� BEAM caters for fees only and yet vulnerable children would also need uniforms and food. 

� Most secondary schools are not covered because selection is done at primary school level. 

� BEAM is not consistent- for instance a child who is a beneficiary this year can be dropped the 

following year despite the same conditions/ hardships prevailing. [e.g. if a child was selected on 

the basis of orphan hood nothing would have changed in most cases]. 

2.1.23 Adequacy of Educational Funding  

 
 

The graph above largely reveals that a majority of respondents were of the view that educational 

funding is inadequate. Reasons cited include the following: 

� Per capita grants allocated to schools are too little (P1 and S1 get 25%, P2 and S2 receive 

30% and P3 and S3 get 45%). 

� Available donors are failing to cater for all vulnerable and deserving children. 
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� Unsatisfactory teachers’ conditions of service. 

� Dilapidated infrastructure in some schools, other schools virtually don’t have classrooms to talk 

about (thatched mud & pole huts, very hot tobacco barns turned classrooms), no lab rooms and 

where they are available no equipment, general classrooms need improvement to avoid hot 

siting and overcrowding, 

� Number of child and grandparent headed families are increasing due to the AIDS pandemic. 

� Severe poverty in both urban and rural communities has led to most parents failing to pay fees. 

� Negative attitude of some parents towards education even if they can afford paying for the fees. Where 

donors have been assisting with the payment of fees, a dependency syndrome has developed and even 

when donors have since withdrawn parents hope that others will come 

� Teacher-Pupil and Textbook-Pupil ratio still not favourable. 

 
The smaller percentage of respondents who indicated that funding was adequate cited that UNICEF 

through the provision of textbooks and exercise books had alleviated funding problems faced by the 

education sector in Zimbabwe. 

2.1. 24 Suggestions on Improving Funding for Quality Education 

Participants suggested several ways on how educational funding can be improved in Zimbabwe. 

Majority were of the opinion that government should provide more funding directed towards improving 

resources, infrastructure, and classroom size and improve on conditions of service for teachers 

especially salaries. There were others who categorically stated that BEAM could increase its funding 

and funds must be disbursed early. There is a need for parents to pay fees on or before the beginning 

of school term. A strong call also emerged for government to improve teachers’ salaries so as to reduce 

strikes. There was also a call to abolish teacher incentives. It was observed that this would enhance the 

quality of education. The other respondents said that funding from donors could be distributed in a 

transparent manner ensuring that deserving beneficiaries are selected. Regardless of the above 

shortcomings, it was evident that respondents appreciate the role government has played in a bid to 

ensure that quality education is provided. Participants also appreciate help rendered by other players  
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2.1.25 Conclusion 

A number of conclusions emerged from the findings. These included: 

� Funding is inadequate  

� Most rural schools have not developed because they lack adequate resources and this impacts 

on quality education 

� Poor teacher remuneration has contributed to poor performance  in schools 

� Differentiated teacher incentives brew divisions among teachers leading to negative attitudes 

� BEAM funding is not covering all vulnerable children and there is a need for more players 

� Some parents have relegated the responsibility of children education to other players and are 

reluctant to shoulder responsibility 

� There is marked poverty in the urban and rural communities leading most parents to fail paying 

fees for their children 

� Quality education can only result from adequate educational funding 

� Unfair distribution of financial resources ( e.g. BEAM per capita grants) 

� The funding systems has loopholes leading to abuse of financial resources e.g. for example the 

monitoring and resource tracking not effective, BEAM- secondary school beneficiary are 

selected at primary level. 
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2.1.26 Recommendations 

To achieve quality education, there is a need for more funding. The study made the following 

recommendations: 

1. Parents should be educated through awareness campaigns on the value of education so that at 

the end they will appreciate and feel obliged to pay fees for their children. 

2. Equitable distribution of resources  

3. Government should increase per capita grants. 

4. Government should improve working conditions for teachers particularly salaries, transport, 

housing, education etc. 

5. There is need for more players to complement government efforts in educational funding. For 

example business people mining and farming in communities must plough back by way of 

funding school activities. 

6. Develop capacity of special schools and special classes at ordinary schools 

7. There should be effective monitoring and resource tracking to minimise abuse and 

embezzlements of financial resources. 

8. Disparities caused by incentives should be addressed by proper government salary and wage 

structure. 

9. There must be efforts to improve accessibility  in schools ( assistive equipment in schools) 

 

In view of the foregoing, it can be concluded that provision of quality education is not a solo journey. It 

requires a multi-sectoral approach where all stakeholders including government, parents, donor 

community and the private sector tirelessly work together towards the provision of quality education. 
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference (ToRs) 

 
 

EDUCATION COALITION OF ZIMBABWE (ECOZI) 
 

RESEARCH INTO THE FINANCIAL BARRIERS (FEES, 
LEVIES AND TEACHER INCENTIVES) AND THE POSITION 
OF BEAM TO ACCESS QUALITY EDUCATION FOR ALL 
 

 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
Background  
 
In 2010 ECOZI with the support from Africa Network Campaign for Education for All (ANCEFA), Action 

Aid and Education International (EI) launched an education financing campaign. This was after the 

observation that education system of Zimbabwe has suffered for over a decade long of underfunding. 

The ideological change in the late 1990s saw the government reintroduce fees and levies that had been 

scrapped in 1980. This meant that education had become a preserve of the few and it had a hard 

hitting effect on the vulnerable and marginalized communities. The government launched the Basic 

Education Assistance Module which was conceived as a part of the Enhanced Social Protection Project 

(ESPP) in 2000 to support fees and levies of the vulnerable and poor. The continued collapsing 

economic situation in the country especially in 2008 has led to the introduction of the teacher incentive 

regime to keep teachers in class.  

 
The research does not necessarily want to investigate the efficacy and impact of the Basic Education 

Assistance Module, from the time of its inception to now or whether it has been effective among poor 

rural households but also to confirm how it was never enough to the vulnerable and deprived 

communities. The research seeks to look factors that inhibit access to education by communities living 

in poverty in general and rural communities in particular such as prohibitive costs charged by schools 

against the high urban unemployment, rising rural poverty and widening inequality; examine the varied 

impact of the incentives regimes introduced as a copping measure to retain and motivate teachers to 

stay in classroom.  The campaign is aimed at identifying critical issues in the funding of public 

education. This would then culminate into various campaigns of lobbying the government and other 

stakeholders for increased and transparent education financing. This is in response to the coalition ‘s 

Key Strategy 7 on education financing where ECOZI wishes to campaign for access to compulsory, 

free, universal quality basic education for all in Zimbabwe by 2015. However it has been noted that the 

existence of fees, levies and teachers’ incentives pose a serious threat to access. 
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Purpose 
 

The major reasons for undertaking this research are: 

� Generating up to date information on the state of access to education and highlight the financial 

barriers; fees, levies and teachers’ incentives and how BEAM has also failed to facilitate quality 

education especially to the most vulnerable. This research also seeks to highlight the safety net 

BEAM as one of the barriers to quality education. 

� To create a basis of the coalition’s evidence based advocacy in the abolition of fees levies and 

teacher incentives and have the government increase the child grants. 

� Identify planning and implementation gaps. The coalition intends to use this as the basis to 

continuously frame dialogue and debate on key financial issue affecting the education sector by 

engaging in advocacy and lobbying 

 
Implementation 
The implementation of the research will involve ECOZI Secretariat as principal stakeholder and 

members and partners to mobilize their potential in terms of the contribution human, financial and 

material resources to the data collection, validation and presentation.   

 

As the implementation of the programme concerns the ECOZI Secretariat first and foremost it will be 

responsible for the organization and execution of all planned activities.  During the execution of the 

programme the Secretariat is to act as main contractor and project manager.  To this end it will 

coordinate all activities as planned and create the conditions for adequate consultations with all the 

implementing partners and funding partner. 

 

Objectives 
� To establish how fees, levies and teacher incentives have become financial barriers to access 

quality education for all especially the vulnerable and the marginalised. 

� To highlight how the position of BEAM as a social safety net and whether it has managed to 

bridge the gap between the vulnerable and those that have. 

� To come up with evidence based action plan on how to lobby the government to remove the 

financial barriers to access to quality education. 

 

Deliverables  
1. Detailed methodology on how to carry out the research 
2. Data to be presented at a validation workshop with all stakeholders 
3. Research document highlighting the financial barriers to access quality education especially to 

the marginalised communities 

Beneficiaries 
The main beneficiaries of the research will be the coalition, the government and the children.  ECOZI 

will benefit from the research not only because of its involvement as stakeholders in the promotion of 

quality basic education but also as beneficiaries of capacity building activities for advocacy, lobbying, 

negotiation techniques and leadership development for the attainment of the EFA and MDGs.  
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The membership will also benefit through identifying gaps in which they can intervene at their 

organisational level. The Ministry of Education Sport Arts and Culture will also benefit as this research 

will show how these barriers militate against its mission in promoting and facilitating the provision of 
high quality, inclusive and relevant education to all children  

 
The ultimate beneficiaries of the programme will be the boys and girls, the men and women of 
Zimbabwe who will see the results of the research and subsequent strategies, programmes and 
interventions that will be made in favour of them in terms of access to quality basic education for all. 
Scope 
The research is intended to be a national survey and the proposed analysis is expected to come up 

with a nationally representative sample covering primary school Grade 1-7 and secondary school Form 

1-4. 

Time  
The research is expected to be complete in six months. The first three months will be dedicated to data 

collection and the last three for data validation, compilation of report and coming up with a draft 

advocacy plan. 

 
Target group 

� School children (primary and secondary)in sample provinces districts  especially the vulnerable 

� Teachers  

� Parents and School Development Committees 

� Headmasters 

� Education Officers  

� Ministry of Education Sport Arts and Culture. 

� Other NGOs offering financial support in schools 

 
If interested please send your expression of interest to : 

The National Coordinator 

Education Coalition of Zimbabwe (ECOZI) 

NO 241 CDU Building 

Upper East Road 

P.O. Box MP 813  

Mt Pleasant 

Email : ecozim@gmail.com 

Copy mrafomoyo@gmail.com 

www.ecozi.co.zw 
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Annex 2: Field Visit Photographs 

 

One of the researchers interviewing a school head   A primary school visited in rural 

in Lupane       Tsholotsho   

             

 

 
Primary school children in class: The infrastructure at  Unlike their other counterparts children at  

the school is poor with rooms built of poles and daga the above school learn under proper shelter 
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Poor road network in one of the districts visited School children above outside a classroom 

block  

 

             

 

 

Dilapitated tobacco barns that have been turned into classrooms in some districts 

        

 

ECD children at one of the satellite schools  Participants during a validation meeting 

visited    
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Annex 3: List of Participants  

Type of Workshop: Validation Meeting on Financial Barriers to Accessing Quality Education 

Venue: Management Training Bureau 

Date: 26 April 2012 

Name  Organisation Province/District 
1. Martha Made National Education Union of Zimbabwe Harare 
2. Marimazhira Bridget College Lecturers Association of Zimbabwe Masvingo 
3. Muvavarirwa Esau Nyahunda Primary School  Bikita 
4. Matenga  M Vushe Primary School Bikita  
5. Gadyadza R Bikita District Education Office Bikita  
6. Mamutse A Sampakaluma High School Kariba-Nyami 

Nyami 
7. Gumbo S Gunguhwe Primary School Kariba-Nyami 

Nyami 
8. Dodzo H Yamurai Primary School Waren 

Park/Mabelreign  
9. Nyamadzavo C Epworth Primary School Mabvuku/Epworth 
10. Gwetu C Janke Primary School Lupane 
11. Mlilo W Ndwane Primary School Lupane 
12.Madziva O.M  Progressive Teachers Union of Zimbabwe/ECOZI Harare  
13. Mashumba O Tafara School Mabvuku/Epworth  
14. Nomatter Kuhwehwe ECOZI Harare  
15. Mugadza B PENYA Trust Harare  
16. Zambuko DAISY  ZIMTA Harare  
17. Roselyn Musengi UNESCO Harare  
18. Rafomoyo Alfred Katsvamutima Primary School Murombedzi 
19. Chawaremera Masiyarwa Secondary School Murombedzi 
20. Sipolilo  James Kawondera Primary School Murombedzi 
21. Kudyarawanza 
Emmanuel 

Kariba District Education Inspector Kariba  

22. Mercy Ndoro FAWEZI Harare  
23. Jacob Tivenga THAMASO Harare  
24. Sithandakosi Moyo MoESAC Head Office Harare 
25. Rejoice Timire DWSO Harare  
26. Simbarashe Moyo Student Solitary Trust Harare  
27. Itai Zimunya Open Society Initiative of Southern Africa Harare  
28. Garikai Muchemwa KMN Consultants Harare  
29. Thabeth Kaziboni KMN Consultants Harare  
30. Edna Chakazamba KMN Consultants Harare  
31. Maxwell Rafomoyo ECOZI Harare  
 

 

 


